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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed 31 July 2007, to 
the Original Application, filed 26 June 2001. 

2. The rejection of claims 16-23 and 25-58 under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being 
anticipated by Chen ("Function-Based Object Model Towards Website Adaptation") has 
been withdrawn. 

3. The rejection of claims 31-42 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sahota (U.S. Publication 2005/0108637 A1) has been withdrawn. 

4. The rejection of claims 45-53 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sahota (U.S. Publication 2005/0108637 A1) in view of Anderson (U.S. Patent 
5,537,526) has been withdrawn. 

5. Claims 16-23 and 25-58 are pending. Claims 16, 26, 29, 31, 43, 45, and 54 are 
independent claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claims 43-45. 49-50, 53-54, 56, and 58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Manola ("Towards a Web Object Model"). 

As per independent claim 43, Manola discloses a web content adaption 
method that adapts web content from one format to another, and which uses multiple 
function-based object models to do so (see Manola, Section 3), where the function- 
based object models include models that pertain to (1) basic objects that include a 
smallest information body that cannot be further divided, such as Java applets that 
perform functions such as playing a sound (See Manola, Section 2.3.2), and (2) 
composite objects that include objects that can contain other objects, such as pages, 
which have data structured in clusters, such as in a header, body, etc, used as 
containers for embedded objects (See Manola, Section 3). 

As per dependent claim 44. Manola discloses the limitations of claim 43 as 
described above. Manola also discloses that the function-based object models are 
generated as a function of one or more properties associated with the objects (See 
Manola, Section 2.2.5). 
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As per independent claim 45, Manola discloses a system for adapting web 
content from one format to another including one or more function-based object models, 
individual function-based object models representing objects that are present In a 
webpage in terms of one or more of an object's functional properties, where the 
function-based object model is described in the context of both basic objects and 
composite objects (See Manola, Sections 2.3.2 and 3). 

As per dependent claim 49, Manola discloses the limitations of claim 45 as 
described above. Manola also discloses that one of the properties includes a hyperlink 
property pertaining to an object to which another object points via a hyperlink (See 
Manola, Section 2.2.6, page 29, last paragraph, and Page 30, first example, showing a 
hyperlink property pertaining to an object to which a basic object, such as "author" 
points via the hyperlink). 

As per dependent claim 50, Manola discloses the limitations of claim 45 as 
described above. Manola also discloses that one of the properties includes an 
interaction property pertaining to an interaction method of an object (See Manola, 
Section 2.3.1 , Page 37, second and third bullet items). 

As per independent claim 53, Manola discloses software code embodied on a 
computer-readable storage medium that implements the system of claim 45 (See 
Manola, Section 3.3, Page 50, first paragraph). 

As per independent claim 54, Manola discloses computer architecture for use 
in adapting web content for display on a computing device including an analysis module 
for receiving at least one webpage and processing the one webpage to produce one or 
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more function-based object models that describe functional properties of objects that 
are contained in the one webpage (See Manola, Section 3.1, first 5 paragraphs). 

Manola also discloses one or more rules modules that contain rules that are to 
be used to adapt content contained in the webpage (See Manola, Section 2.1.4, Page 
16, sixth paragraph, "XSL"). 

Manola also discloses a content adaptation module configured to process the 
one or more function-based object models in accordance with one or more rules 
contained in the one or more rules modules to produce a new web page that has been 
adapted from the one web page (See Manola, Section 2.2.2, Page 22, fifth paragraph, 
describing rules pertaining to the use of an object). 

As per dependent claim 56, Manola discloses the limitations of claim 45 as 
described above. Manola also discloses that the analysis module is configured to 
produce function-based object models that pertain to both basic objects and composite 
objects, basic objects including a smallest information body that cannot be further 
divided, composite objects including objects that contain other objects (See Manola, 
Section 2.3.2 describing basic objects, Java applets that perform functions such as 
playing a sound, and Section 3, describing composite objects, such as pages, which 
have data structured in clusters, such as in a header, body, etc, used as containers for 
embedded objects). 

As per dependent claim 58, Manola discloses the limitations of claim 56 as 
described above. Manola also discloses that the analysis module is configured to 
produce, for composite objects, function-based object models that include values 
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associated with the following properties; (1) a clustering relationship property pertaining 
to a relationship among root children of the composite object, and (2) a presentation 
relationship property pertaining to a presentation order associated with thee root 
children of the composite object (See Manola, Section 3.3.1, page 53, third paragraph). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 16-23, 25-28, and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Manola ("Towards a Web Object Model") in view of Makipaa (U.S. 

Patent 6,556,217 B1). 

As per independent claims 16 and 26, Manola teaches a web content adaption 

method including analyzing one or more functions associated with a webpage that is 

configured for presentation on a first device type, the analyzing being performed by 

generating one or more function-based object models that represent objects including 

the webpage (See Manola, Section 3.3.3, second paragraph). 
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Manola also teaches that the objects including one or more basic objects 
associated with the webpage, basic objects including a smallest information body that 
cannot be further divided, the basic objects being configured to perform the function of 
enabling user interaction (See Manola, Section 2.3.2, such as a Java applet that 
enables a user to hear a sound that is played). 

Manola also teaches one or more composite objects associated with the 
webpage, composite objects including objects that contain other objects, the composite 
objects having a clustering function that is associated with a webpage author's intention, 
such as pages, which have data structured in clusters, such as a header, body, etc, 
used as containers for embedded objects (See Manola, Section 3). 

Manola does not teach expressly adapting the webpage for presentation on a 
second device that is different from the first device type, however, Makipaa teaches 
adapting a page to be displayed based on the abilities of the device (See Makipaa, 
Column 3, lines 14-46). 

Manola and Makipaa are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of presenting markup language data to a user via electronic devices. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to include the page adaptation to a different device type of Makipaa with the web 
content adaption method of Manola. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
present the content to users of various device types in such a manner that the content 
may be formatted and read as intended by the author of the content and with regard to 
the different display capabilities of the different device types. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine l\/lakipaa with Manola for the 
benefit of presenting the content to users of various device types in such a manner that 
the content may be formatted and read as intended by the author of the content and 
with regard to the different display capabilities of the different device types to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 16 and 26. 

As per dependent claim 17, Manola and Makipaa teach the limitations of claim 
16 as described above. Manola also teaches generating multiple function-based object 
models each of which being generated as a function of multiple different properties that 
can be associated with associated objects (See Manola, Section 3.1, first 5 
paragraphs). 

As per dependent claim 18, Manola and Makipaa teach the limitations of claim 
16 as described above. Manola also teaches generating at least one function-based 
object model for a basic object, the function-based object model being generated as a 
function of a hyperlink property pertaining to an object to which the basic object points 
via a hyperlink (See Manola, Section 2.2.6, Page 29, last paragraph, and Page 30, first 
example, showing a hyperlink property pertaining to an object to which a basic object, 
such as "author" points via the hyperlink). 

As per dependent claim 19, Manola and Makipaa teach the limitations of claim 
16 as described above. Manola also teaches generating at least one function-based 
object model for a composite object, the function-based object model being generated 
as a function of a clustering relationship property pertaining to a relationship among root 
children of the composite object (See Manola, Section 3.3.1, Page 53, third paragraph). 
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As per dependent claim 20, Manola and Makipaa teach the limitations of claim 
16 as described above. Manola also teaches generating at least one specific function- 
based object model that serves to categorize an object (See Manola, Section 2.2.1 , 
Page 19, "Type", showing a category of a resource of object). 

As per dependent claim 21, Manola and Makipaa teach the limitations of claim 
20 as described above. Manola also teaches that the generating of the at least one 
specific function-based object model includes, for a basic object, generating the specific 
function-based object model based upon properties of the basic object and properties 
associated with any father or brother objects (See Manola, Section 2.3.1). 

As per dependent claim 22, Manola and Makipaa teach the limitations of claim 
20 as described above. Manola also teaches that the generating of the at least one 
specific function-based object model includes, for a composite object, generating the 
specific function-based object model based upon properties of the composite object and 
any of its root children (See Manola, Section 2.3.1). 

As per dependent claim 23, Manola and Makipaa teach the limitations of claim 
20 as described above. Makipaa also teaches that the generating of the at least one 
specific function-based object model includes a rule-based decision tree to ascertain a 
category of an object (See Makipaa, Column 3, lines 14-28). Manola and Makipaa are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of presenting markup 
language data to a user via electronic devices. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include the rule-based decision 
tree to ascertain the category of an object of Makipaa with the generation of a specific 
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function-based object model that serves to categorize an object of Manola. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to provide a way to adapt content based on the 
capabilities of the device. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Makipaa 
with Manola and Makipaa for the benefit of providing a way to adapt content based on 
the capabilities of the device to obtain the invention as specified in claim 23. 

As per dependent claim 25, Manola and Makipaa teach the limitations of claim 
16 as described above. Manola also teaches one or more computer readable storage 
media (See Manola, Section 3.3, Page 50, first paragraph). 

As per dependent claim 27, Manola and Makipaa teach the limitations of claim 
26 as described above. Manola also teaches that he adapting includes doing so in view 
of one or more networking conditions (See Manola, Section 1.2, Page 3, first 
paragraph). 

As per dependent claim 28, Manola and Makipaa teach the limitations of claim 
26 as described above. Makipaa also teaches that the adapting includes doing so in 
view of one or more user preferences (See Makipaa, Column 5, line 65). Manola and 
Makipaa are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
presenting markup language data to a user via electronic devices. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
user preferences of Makipaa with the web content adaption method of Manola. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to provide a way to adapt content based on the 
desires of the user. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Makipaa with 
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Manola and Makipaa for the benefit of providing a way to adapt content based on the 
desires of the user to obtain the invention as specified in claim 28. 

As per dependent claim 55, l\/lanola teaches the limitations of claim 54 as 
described above. Makipaa does not teach expressly that the content adaption module 
is configured to produce a new webpage for display on a WAP-enabled device, 
However, Makipaa teaches adapting a page to be displayed based on the abilities of the 
device, including WAP-enabled devices (See Makipaa, Column 3, lines 14-46, and 
Column 2, lines 1-23). Manola and Makipaa are analogous art because they are from 
the same field of endeavor of presenting markup language data to a user via electronic 
devices. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to include the page adaptation to a WAP-enabled device type of Makipaa with 
the web content adaption method of Manola. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to present the content to users of various device types, such as wireless devices, 
in such a manner that the content may be formatted and read as intended by the author 
of the content and with regard to the different display capabilities of the different device 
types. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Makipaa with Manola for the 
benefit of presenting the content to users of various device types, such as wireless 
devices, in such a manner that the content may be formatted and read as intended by 
the author of the content and with regard to the different display capabilities of the 
different device types to obtain the invention as specified in claim 55. 
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8. Claims 46-48, 51-52 and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Manola ("Towards a Web Object Model") in view of Sahota (U.S. 
Publication 2005/0108637 A1). 

As per dependent claims 46-48, Manola teaches the limitations of claim 45 as 
described above. Manola does not teach expressly that one of the properties includes a 
presentation property that defines a way in which the object is presented, a semanteme 
property associated with the content of an object, and a decoration property pertaining 
to the extent to which an object serves to decorate a webpage. Sahota teaches a 
presentation property (See Sahota, Page 5 paragraph 0060), a semanteme property 
(See Sahota, Page 5 paragraph 0060), and a decoration property (See Sahota, Figure 
8J, "image"). Manola and Sahota are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor of presenting markup language data to a user via electronic devices. 
At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to include the various property types of Sahota with the web content of Manola. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to present to the user content that includes 
various types of multimedia data properly fomnatted to be displayed to the user. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Sahota with Manola for the benefit of 
presenting to the user content that includes various types of multimedia data properly 
formatted to be displayed to the user to obtain the invention as specified in claims 46- 
48. 



Application/Control Number: Page 13 

09/893,335 

Art Unit: 2176 

As per dependent claim 51 , Manola teaches the limitations of claim 45 as 
described above. Manola does not teach expressly a clustering relationship property 
pertaining to a relationship among any root children of an object, however, Sahota 
teaches such a property (See Sahota, Figure 7, element 710, and Page 9, paragraph 
0098). Manola and Sahota are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of presenting markup language data to a user via electronic devices. At the 
time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
include the clustering relationship property of Sahota with the web content of Manola. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the objects to be positioned in 
combination as intended by the author of the content. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Sahota with Manola for the benefit of allowing the objects to be 
positioned in combination as intended by the author of the content to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 51 . 

As per dependent claim 52, Manola teaches the limitations of claim 45 as 
described above. Manola does not teach expressly that one of the properties includes a 
presentation relationship property pertaining to a presentation order associated with any 
root children of an object, however, Sahota teaches such a presentation relationship 
property (See Sahota, Figure 80). Manola and Sahota are analogous art because they 
are from the same field of endeavor of presenting markup language data to a user via 
electronic devices. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the presentation relationship property of Sahota with 
the web content of Manola. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the 
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objects to be positioned in combination as intended by the author of the content. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Sahota with Manola for the benefit of 
allowing the objects to be positioned in combination as intended by the author of the 
content to obtain the invention as specified in claim 52. 

As per dependent claim 57, Manola teaches the limitations of claim 56 as 
described above. Claim 57 additionally incorporates substantially similar subject matter 
as that of claims 18 and 46-48 above, and is additionally rejected along the same 
rationale as used in the rejection of claims 18 and 46-48. 



Allowable Subject Matter 



9. Claims 29-42 are allowed. 
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Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments, see Request for Continued Examination, filed 31 October 
2007, with respect to the rejection of claims 16-23 and 25-58 under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) 
have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection of claims 16-23 and 25- 
58 under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) has been withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments, see Request for Continued Examination, filed 31 October 
2007, with respect to the rejection of claims 31-42 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been 
fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection of claims 31-42 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) has been withdrawn. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 45-53 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Conclusion 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is (571) 272-4095. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doug Hutton, can be reached at (571) 272-4137. 
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12. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Laurie Ries 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2176 



